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An apparently popular book on English vocabulary written in 
Japanese for generalaudience claims that one reason whyJapanese  
PeOple have difficulty mastering verbsin Englishis that thereis no  
intransitive－tranSitive distinctioninJapanese（Itoh 2000）．Thisis  
patently false butitis perhaps understandable that non－1ingtlists may  
make such a claim．Thisis because，aSis welトknown，itis acceptable  
to omit subject and／or object aslong as the resultant utterances are  
COmprehensible．AIsoit has been noted thatJapanese university  
Students have problems with verb valence whenlearning English（cf．  
Masuko1996）．  
AlthoughJapanese does have theintransitive／tr’anSitive distinc－  
tion，itappearsmurkiercomparedtootherlanguagessuchasEnglish・l  
What makesissues rather confusinglS the existence of a group of  
intransitive verbs that behavelike transitive ver・bs．They co－OCCur  
withauN）－markednounphrase2（NP）．Hereissuchanexample：  
（1）Yamada－Shi－ga Shinsatsu－WO  
Yamada－Mr－NOM medicalexamination－ACC  
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OWaトta．  
finish（TNTRANSITIVE）－PAST   
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（2）Yamada－Shi－ga Shinsatsu－WO  
Yamada－Mr－NOM medicalexamination－ACC  
Oe－ta．  
finish（TRANSrTIVE）－PAST  
“Mr Yamada finished a medicalexamination．   
（Suga1981：132；his41；myglossandtranslation）  
Sincethisissuewas discussedin Masuko（2000），Ishallnotdiscussit  
fully．（1）isjustlike（2）excepttheverbform．Thereasonwhytheverb  
OWaYu Should be considered asintransitiveis becauseit has been  
traditionally consideredintransitive whenit occurs without the  
WO－marked NP．Thisis basically an ar’gument made by Suga（1981）．It  
follows then that the wo－marked NPs wi11have to be regarded as  
adjuncts．and notarguments．  
Suga（1981）ar・gueS that thisis reasonablealso because ther・eis  
SOmedifferencein meaningbetweenthetwo．His basicclaimisthatthe  
WO－marked object co－OCCurring with a transitive verbinvoIves change  
Of state，Whereas the samc object with anintransitive verbis not  
affected by anysuch change．ThefollowlngpalrSuPPOrtShisargument：  
（3）◆Keiko－Wa megane－WO  hazure－ta．  
Keiko－TOP spectacles－ACC remove（INTRANSITIVE）－PAST  
“Keikowasnotwearingherspectacles．”【intended】  
（4）Keiko－Wa megane－WO  hazusi－ta．  
Keiko－TOP spectacles－ACC remove（TRANSITIVE）－PAST  
“Keikotookoffherspectacles．   
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（Suga1981：his31myglossandtranslation）  
Takingoffspectacles naturally entails change ofstate：i．e．the position  
Of spectacles was changed．Thatis why（3）is unacceptable as there  
WaS nO Wayin which the spectaclesin question could avoid changing  
its position when the wearer tookit off．Itranslated（3）and（4）  
differently because their meanings are different．Thatis，the  
intransitiveversionwithoutthetopicisacceptable，aSCanbeenseenin  
（5），anditwi1lrefertoastateofthespectacleshavingbeenremoved：  
（5）Megane－ga  hazure－ta．  
SpeCtaCles－NOM remove（INTRANSITIVE）－PAST  
“Thespectacleswerer・emOVed．”【intended）  
This simply means the spectacles were nolonger at thelocation they  
had been．ThisIshallargueis due to the requirement from the verb  
Semantics：hazu柁rumeanS‘be／getoutofplace’and soitis achangeof  
State Verb．Thisis because the verb semantics of hazu7Vru（literally  
‘be／get out of place’）requires that the referent of the subject  
expression has been at a differentlocation from the oneit ends up  
with．Thatis，（5）does not refer to change ofstateitselflike（4）does，  
butrathertothestatethatobtained asaresultofthechange．  
Assuming the arguments so far have been convinclngenOugh，the  
followingpointcan be made．lntransitive verbsinJapanese are stative  
and when they alternate with transitive verbs，the referent of the  
Subjectexpression ofthe transitive versionispresupposed．Inthecase  
Of hazureru．as we have seen，this pr’eSupPOSed entityis the original  
locationasthatisrequiredbythesemanticsoftheverb．  
lmaizumi and Gunji（2000）discuss cases of the transitive／  
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intransitive alternationinvoIving deru appear，get Out，turn Out，etC・’  
and dasu．bringout，PutOut，Sendit，etC∴andofferanargumentwhich  
issimi1arto theonejustpresented．The main differencefrommineis  
that they contend that the alternation occurs when there exists some  
entity affected by the sententially denoted event・This entitywi11be  
linguistically realised as the subjectin thetransitiveversion butonly  
presupposedintheintransitiveone‥theyassumethatthiscorresponds  
toPustejovsky’s（1995）defaultargument．Dentand dasuinvoIvesome  
location where somethingis to appear or to be put out，and so the  
defaultar・gumentWOuld r’efertothat．  
Thefo1lowlngPalrillustratetheirpoint：  
（6）Kaze－WO hii－te  netSu－ga dete－iru．  
cold－ACC have－and fever－NOM appear－PRES  
“【Someone】has（caught）acoldandhasatemperature・  
（7）Kodomo－ga kaze－WO hii－te  netSu－WO
child－NOM cold－ACC have－and fever－NOM  
dashite－iru．  
bringout－PRES  
“rMyJchildhas（caught）acoldandhasatemperature・   
（Imaizumiand Gunji2000：49；their（22．b）and（17・b），  
respectively）  
In（6），the person who has caught a cold and hence has a  
temperatureis not mentioned・Thelocation where the feveris  
manifested，aSit were，is assumed to be the person who caught a  
cold，Whoin theabsenceofanyspecificinformationisassumedto  
bethespeakerorsomeonesalientinthecurrentdiscourse・  
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lmaizumiand Gunjimoreover maintain that there are cases  
Where the alternationis not possible and thatin such casesitis  
difficulttopresupposethe affected entity，Whichin the caseofthe  
deru／dasu alternation，a tOpic thatindicates somelocation．They  
listseveralexamples，SOmeOfwhich areglVen here：  
（8）a．Tsuki－ga deru．  
moon－NOM appear  
■■rThe）moonwi11comeout．”rintendedJ  
b．■Tsuki－WO dasu．  
moon－ACC putout  
“（Someone？）wi11put out Ethe】moon（somewhere）．”  
【intended】  
（9）a．Kujoo－ga  deru．  
COmPlaint－NOM appear  
■‘Complaintswi11be／aresentin．  
b．’Kujoo－WO  dasu．  
COmPlaint－ACC putout  
“（Someone）willsendincomplaints．”【intended】  
（1（》a．Hanketsu－ga deru．  
judgement－NOM appear  
■‘（The）sentenceispassed．．’  
b．？Hanketsu－WO dasu．  
judgement－NOM appear  
“（Someone）willpass（the）sentence．”Fintended】   
（Imaizumiand Gunji2000：50；their・（26．a）and（26．f）；their  
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judgements；myglossandtranslation）  
34  
Myjudgementsdonotcompletely coincides withImaizumiand Gunji’s．  
Ialso find（8．b）ungrammaticalbecauseitis rather odd toimagine  
someonemovingthemoonoraplacewherethemoonwillbelaid．（9．b），  
however，Idon’t find as bad as（8．b）．The acceptabilitylargue willbe  
improvedifitis passivised．Ifit cooccurs with a verb of feeling（or  
SO－Ca11edpsych－Verb），itseemsmuchbetter．  
（9）c．Kujoo－WO  das－are－ru．  
COmPlaint－ACC putout－PASS－PRES  
“Complaintsaresentin．  
⇒“Complaints are made against（something related to）  
me／us．  
d．Kujoo－WO  das－are－temO  komaru．  
COmPlaint－ACC putout－PASS－though beataloss  
“Evenifcomplaintsaresentin，nOthingcouldbedoneabout  
them．’［intended）  
Thisis because when dasuis passivised，the existence ofthe affected  
entityis high1ighted．In the caseof（9．d），thelocation where complaints  
are sent becomes clearer asit must be the same as someone whois at a  
loss and does not know what to do with them．（10．b），WhichIfind  
acceptable，Can be similarly explained．Sentences are passedin the  
COurtOflaw and by thejudge，and thisis associated with the meaning  
OfhankeEsu‘sentence／judgement’．  
Apart from the differencesin judgements，my Only qualm with  
Imaizumiand Gunjiis their use ofthe concept qPbcted．The conceptof  
the samename has beeninvol（edin the discussion ofpassives and also   
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Verb alternations（cf．Levin1993）．What exactly the entity being  
affected，itseems tome，has notbeen explicated；henceIshallnotadopt  
it．  
Whatal1this suggestsis that entities to which arguments of a  
predicate refer may not have to be linguistically realised when their 
existence can beinferred fr・Om eitherlinguistic or extralingulStic  
COnteXt．In some cases，the semantics of co－OCCurring noun or verb  
Phrases willentailthe existence ofa misslngentity．In other cases，the  
entlty has already been mentioned and become salient，Oris salient  
becauseitis the prlmary ParticIPantin the discourse，i．e．the speaker．  
In allcases，the entityin questionis considered superfluous：the  
utterance withoutitis sttuicient＆irtfbrmative．This notion of s叫研cienE  
infbYmativenessappearstoplayacruCialroleindeterminingutterances  
relative acceptability．  
（1（》 OmissionofArguments  
Ar・gumentS Of a predicate can be omitted aslong as the resultant  
utter’anCeissl脚cient妙i†ゆrmativeand newsworthy．  
（11）SufficientInformativenessこ30fanUtterance  
Utterances must be sWcient妙iytfbrmative to be acceptable．That   
is，an utteranCe muSteitherlingulStically realise allthe arguments  
required by the verb semantics unlessit must be able to convey   
enoughinformationto‘recover’themissingargupent（s）・  
The notion of newsworthinessinvokedin Masuko（2000）can be  
provisionallydefinedasfollows：  
（12）Newsworthiness  
An utteranceisconsiderednewsworthywhenitreferstoasituation  
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markedly different from others 
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To sum up．verbsinJapanese can be used asintransitive when  
they aresufficientlyiIlformativeand refertostates，ratherthanevents  
in their narrower sense．There are someindications that this may not  
belimited toJapanese；English atleast seems to obey the same  
restrictions（see Masuko2000）．More data and analyses ar’e required  
todecidewhethertheyareuniversalornot．  
Notes   
＊The research reported here has been partia11y supported by a personalresearch  
grantfrom Waseda University（Reference number2000A－118）whichisgratefully  
acknowledged．  
11t should be noted．however．that evenin English，theintransitive／transitive  
distinctionis notclear－Cutand thatthe distinction mightbe pragmatic．rather than  
syntactic：See．forinstance，Masuko（1999）．   
2Noun phrases（NPs）inJapanese are usually followcd by case－marking particles   
（kak7t－joshi）Some callthem postpositionalphrases（cf．Gunji1987）■t Sha11use the  
termlnoun phrase’．whichwi11be abbreviated as NP henceforth，SiTnply because  
morelinguists usethis tel－m．   
3lwould have used the term specificity hadit not been used widelyinlinguisLiぐ   
1iteraturein acompletely differentsense．  
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